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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timety filed 
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earned patent term adjustment. Seie 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 June 2005 . 
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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 0.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-21 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-21 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed 6/1 4/2005. 

2. Claims 1-21 are pending in the application. 



Drawings 

3. The objection to the drawings has been withdrawn because Applicant's argument 
is persuasive. 



Specification 

4. The objection to the specification has been withdrawn due to the amendment to 
the Specification. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shal! conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims4, 5, 7, 12,-14, 15,18-20, and 21, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Per claim 4, it is unclear whether receiving step is performed after the 
determining step in claim 1. It is interpreted as the receiving step is performed before 
the determining step. The test system description refers to the description in claim 1? 
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Per claims 12 and 18, they are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection 
with the rejection of claim 4. 

Claim 5 does not further limit the subject matter of previous claims. Are there 
two comparing steps in claim 5? Per claims 13 and 19, they are rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claim 5. 

As per claims 7, 14, 15, 20, and 21, these claims are rejected for dependency on 
the above rejected parent claims. 

Note: The applicant stated that the claims set out the invention "with a 
reasonable degree of precision" but has not provided clarification and/or correction 
regarding the rejection above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a. patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section. 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Laviolette et al. (US Patent 6,779,134) hereinafter referred to as "Laviolette." 

Per claim 1 : 
Laviolette discloses: 
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-selecting a test system in a distributed network environment (i.e. "selected target 
software to be tested by a selected one of the plurality of test stations," col. 3 lines 13- 
24; "A software test system and method detects a hardware configuration of each of 
plurality of test stations that are coupled to a processor such as a test center server," 
abstract) 

-determining, at a management server, a target test system description, the target test 
system description associated with a software test (i.e. "The test system main server 
108 then stores the hardware configuration data provided by the test station agent 
software as part of the system profile information 132," col. 6 lines 53-64; "the hardware 
configuration data for use in determining which of the plurality of test stations is a 
suitable test station for testing target software to be tested," col. 3 lines 1-12) 
-comparing, at the management server, the target test system description to a test 
system descriptions list (i.e. "The test system main server 108 then stores the hardware 
configuration data provided by the test station agent software as part of the system 
profile information 132. The hardware configuration data represents the detected 
hardware configuration of each of the plurality of test stations... a memory map file 
containing the hardware status of each test station under its control," col. 6 lines 53-64; 
"the selected test station defined by the test job bundle with... a different operating 
system, different target software to be tested, and different test software for testing the 
software under test," col. 3 lines 30-34) 

-selecting a test system description from the test system descriptions list that matches 
the target test system description; and contacting a selected test system, the selected 
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test system associated with the selected test system description (i.e. "selectability of 
test station configuration data such as selectable data ... different target software to be 
tested on at least one of the plurality of test stations and differing test software capable 
of testing the selected target software to be tested," col. 3 lines 13-25) as claimed. 
Per claim 2: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Laviolette teaches: 

- receiving, at the management server, the software test associated with the target test 
system description (i.e. col. 6 lines 50-54) as claimed. 

Per'claim.3: 

The rejection of claim 2 is incorporated, and further, Laviolette teaches: 

- forwarding, from the management server, the software test, to the selected test 
system; and executing the software test at the selected test system (i.e. col. 6 lines 63- 
67) as claimed. 

Per claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Laviolette teaches: 

- receiving at the management server, a test system description, the test system 
description associated with a functioning system in the distributed network environment 
(i.e. col. 6 lines 50-56) as claimed. 

Per claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and further, Laviolette teaches: 

- comparing the test system description to the test system descriptions list (i.e. col. 6 
lines 50-56, 60-63) as claimed. 
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Per claim 6: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and further, Laviolette teaches: 

- adding the test system description to the test system descriptions list (i.e. col. 6 lines 
48-56) as claimed. 

Per claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and further, Laviolette teaches: 

- communicating with the functioning system at a management agent; determining at 
least one characteristic of the functioning system at the management agent; and 
creating the test system description based on the at least one characteristic (i.e. col. 6 
lines 38-42) as claimed. 

Per claim 8: 

The rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and further, Laviolette teaches: 

- descriptions of fully functioning test systems, descriptions of heterogeneous test 
systems, descriptions of test systems used to balance a network workload, descriptions 
of test systems used during specific usage periods, and descriptions of test systems 
compatible with a particular test (i.e. col. 3 lines 35-44; col. 7 lines 46-58) as claimed. 

Per claims 9-15, they are the product versions of claims 1-7, respectively, and 
are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claims 1-7 
above.. 
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Per claims 16-21, they are the system versions of claims 1-7, respectively, and 
are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claims 1-7 
above. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 6/14/2005 have been fully considered but they are 

not persuasive. 

Per claims 1, 9, and 16: 

The Applicant states that Laviolette does not disclose or suggest, "contacting a selected 
test system, the selected test system associated with the selected test system 
description." 

In response, the Applicant fails to discuss the references applied against the 
claims, specifically explaining how the claims avoid the references or distinguish from 
them and to point out disagreements with the examiner's contentions. Further, 
Laviolette discloses the software test system that provides selectability of test station 
and the selected target software to be tested by the selected one of the plurality of test 
stations ("All preselected tests are executed on a selected test station under control 
of.. .the test center server.. .A user is capable of selecting... a test station," col. 3 lines 
45-60; col. 3 lines 13-25). The test stations are coupled to a test center server (col. 3 
lines 1-12) and there is a communication link between the stations and the server (col. 4 
lines 28-45). Therefore, it is clear that the server communicates (contact) with the 
selected station to test the selected software and "maintains... user profiles... a system 
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profile,... a copy of test station agent software... and test results... obtained after testing 
is complete (col, 4 lines 45-56)" and "stores the hardware configuration data provided by 
the test station agent software as part of the system profile information (col. 6 lines 53- 
65)." If applicant means anything more, this must be brought out in the claims to further 
clarify the invention. 

Per claims 4 and 7: 

The Applicant states that Laviolette does not disclose that the test system description is 
associated with a functioning system" and "anything relating to functioning systems." 
Rather, Laviolette only discloses, "monitoring a host system for software and hardware 
configuration information and reporting back to the test center sever (remark, page 12)." 
The claims do not recite what the functioning system is and how it is different from any 
system that can produce some functionality such as monitoring, reporting, testing, etc 
disclosed in Laviolette. If applicant means anything more, this must be brought out in 
the claims to further clarify the invention. 

Per claims 2-8,10-15, and 17-21: 

The applicant states that claims 2-8,10-15, and 17-21 are allowable as being dependent 
on the allowable base claims. As has been shown above, the rejections of the 
independent claims by Laviolette are maintained, the argument that claims 2-8,10-15, 
and 17-21 are allowable as being dependent on the allowable base claims is considered 
moot. Accordingly, the rejections of claims 2-8,10-15, and 17-21 are maintained. 
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Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Insun Kang whose telephone number is 571-272-3724. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-4 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on 571-272-3719, The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Pnvate PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 



I. Kang 

Examiner 

8/26/2005 




